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This is my recommendation on disposition of the appeal filed by Jeff Juel on behalf of The Ecology 
Center protesting the Fernan District Ranger's Decision Memo (DM)  for the Carlin Ice Salvage Sale on 
the Idaho Panhandle National Forests. 
 
The District Ranger's decision will implement harvest on approximately 50 acres, yielding about 200 
MBF of timber products.  Harvest will be accomplished with tractor yarding systems.  Logging slash 
will be burned, with Unit 3 scheduled to be underburned.  No new road construction is planned and no 
clearcutting will occur. 
 
My review was conducted pursuant to, and in accordance with, 36 CFR 215.19 to ensure the analysis 
and decision are in compliance with applicable laws, regulations, policy, and orders.  The appeal record, 
including the Appellants' objections and recommended changes, has been thoroughly reviewed. 
 
SUMMARY
 
The appellants allege violations of the National Environmental Policy Act, the Forest Plan and the 
National Forest Management Act. 
 
The Appellants request that the DM be remanded and culverts be upgraded to meet the INFISH roads 
management standard RF-4. 
 
An informal meeting was held with no resolution of the appeal.  No interested party comments were 
received. 
 
FINDINGS
 
My recommendation is based upon the following evaluation: 
 
Clarity of the Decision and Rationale
 
The decision to salvage blowdown sawlogs on 50 acres of National Forest land is clearly stated in the 
DM.  There is some urgency to initiate the project in order to minimize timber deterioration and help 
reduce the risk of insect infestation on National Forest land and adjacent private land. 
 
It is apparent that some mitigation measures, such as streamside buffers, will be incorporated into the 
project.  However, the documentation would have been clearer if there had been an explanation of 
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whether the "may effect" call made in the Biological Evaluation for sensitive fish was based on a lack of 
sufficient and complete mitigation measures or for some other reason. 
 
I conclude that the description of the project and the decision to implement the project are clear, but that 
the description of mitigation could have been strengthened and clarified to help determine if adoption of 
additional mitigation measures would lead to "no effect" determination. 
 
Purpose of the Proposal and Comprehension of Benefits
 
The purpose and need for the project are clear when both the DM and the project file are read.  
However, the DM would have been strengthened by specifically stating the purpose and need for the 
project. 
 
The problems associated with the no-action alternative are outlined and the benefits of the selected 
alternative are discussed.  It appears from the decision documentation and project file that there are on-
the-ground benefits to this project. 
 
Decision criteria are not stated in the DM.  However, the DM does display issues raised by the public. 
 
I conclude the decision documentation supports the need for the proposed action. 
 
Consistency with Policy, Direction, and Supporting Information
 
After comparison of the project area with Forest Plan Management Area descriptions, it can be 
concluded that the project is consistent with the Forest Plan.  The project design incorporates ecosystem 
management principles. 
 
The DM states that the project meets the requirement for a categorical exclusion but there is no 
documentation of the analysis of project effects on extraordinary circumstances (FSH 1909.15.30.3).  
Also, no category which would exclude the action from an environmental analysis was identified (FSH 
1909.15.31.1b, 31.2 and 32.3.2a).  This documentation should have been either in the decision document 
or in the project file. 
 
I conclude the decision document lacks analysis and disclosure regarding extraordinary circumstances 
and that the category appropriate for exclusion from an environmental analysis was not identified. 
 
Effectiveness of Public Participation Activities and Use of Comments
 
Public involvement included articles about the project in two newspapers and contacts with adjacent 
landowners.  After the Appellants contacted the District, scoping letters were sent to individuals. 
 
Comments on the project from the Idaho Fish and Game Department were considered and responded to 
by letter.  There is no indication about how public comments were used or whether they were 
incorporated into the project design. 
 



I conclude that the public involvement was adequate.  However, the public scoping letters should have 
been sent prior to the newspaper advertisements of the timber sale.  An explanation of how public 
comments were used would also have been appropriate. 
 
RECOMMENDATION
 
I recommend the Appellants' requested relief be denied and that the District Ranger's decision be 
affirmed with the following instructions:  (a) Document in the project file the effects, or lack thereof, of 
the project on extraordinary circumstances (FSH 1909.15.30.3) and (b) Identify in the project file the 
category which will exclude the action from an environmental analysis (FSH 1909.15.31.1b, 31.2 and 
32.3.21). 
 
I also recommend that after the above instructions are completed, the District Ranger assure the project 
is in compliance with FSH 1909.15. 
 
 
/s/ J. Doug Glevanik 
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